IMAGE  EVALUATION 
TEST  TARGET  (MT-3) 


// 


1.0 


I.I 


|Z8 


■50 


I 

u 


2.5 
2.2 

nil 


IIPS  III  U.  Ill  1.6 

^ 

6"     

»» 

Hiotographic 

Sciences 

Corporation 


33  WIST  MAIN  STRUT 

WEBSTIR.N.Y.  14510 

(716)I72-4S03 


<>■ 


CIHM/ICMH 

Microfiche 

Series. 


CIHM/ICIVIH 
Collection  de 
microfiches. 


Canadian  Institute  for  Historical  IVIicroreprodiictions  /  Institut  Canadian  de  microreproductions  historiques 


\ 


\ 


Technical  and  Bibliographic  Notes/Notes  techniques  et  bibliographiques 


The  Institute  has  attempted  to  obtain  the  best 
original  copy  available  for  filming.  Features  of  this 
copy  which  may  be  bibliographically  unique, 
which  may  alter  any  of  the  images  in  the 
reproduction,  or  which  may  significantly  change 
the  usual  method  of  filming,  are  checked  below. 


□    Coloured  covers/ 
Couverture  de  couleur 


I      I    Covers  damaged/ 


Couverture  endommag^e 


D 
2f 


Covers  restored  and/or  laminated/ 
Couverture  restaurde  et/ou  pelliculie 


Cover  title  missing/ 

Le  titre  de  couverture  manque 


I      I    Coloured  maps/ 


D 
D 
D 
D 

D 


El 


Cartes  g6ographiques  en  couleur 


Coloured  ink  (i.e.  other  than  blue  or  black)/ 
Encre  de  couleur  (i.e.  autre  que  bleue  ou  noire) 


Coloured  plates  and/or  illustrations/ 
Planches  et/ou  illustrations  en  couleur 


Bound  with  other  material/ 
Relii  avec  d'autres  documents 

Tight  binding  may  cause  shadows  or  distortion 
along  interior  margin/ 

La  re  liure  serr6e  peut  causer  de  I'ombre  ou  de  la 
distortion  le  long  de  la  marge  intirieure 

Blank  leaves  added  during  restoration  may 
appear  within  the  text.  Whenever  possible,  these 
have  been  omitted  from  filming/ 
II  se  peut  que  certaines  pages  blanches  ajouties 
lors  d'une  restauration  apparaissant  dans  le  texte, 
mais,  lorsque  cela  Atait  possible,  ces  pages  n'ont 
pas  4t6  filmtes. 

Additional  comments:/ 
Commentaires  supplAmentaires: 

Some  pages  trimmed  too  close  at  bottom. 


L'Institut  a  microfilmd  le  meilleur  exemplaire 
qu'il  lui  a  6td  possible  de  se  procurer.  Les  details 
de  cet  exemplaire  qui  sont  peut-dtre  uniques  du 
point  de  vue  bibliographique,  qui  peuvent  modifier 
une  image  reproduite,  ou  qui  peuvent  exiger  une 
modification  dans  la  m^thode  normale  de  filmage 
sont  indiqu6s  ci-dessous. 


□   Coloured  pages/ 
Pages  de  couleur 

□    Pages  damaged/ 
Pages  endommagdes 

I      I    Pages  restored  and/or  laminated/ 


D 


Pages  restaurdes  et/ou  pelliculdes 

Pages  discoloured,  stained  or  foxec 
Pages  ddcolordes,  tachetdes  ou  piqudes 

Pages  detached/ 
Pages  ddtachdes 

Showthrough/ 
Transparence 

Quality  of  prir 

Qualiti  inigale  de  I'impression 

Includes  supplementary  materia 
Comprend  du  materiel  supplimentaire 

Only  edition  available/ 
Seule  Mition  disponible 


r~~|  Pages  discoloured,  stained  or  foxed/ 

I     I  Pages  detached/ 

r~7  Showthrough/ 

FT]  Quality  of  print  varies/ 

I      I  Includes  supplementary  material/ 

I — I  Only  edition  available/ 


Pages  wholly  or  partially  obscured  by  errata 
slips,  tissues,  etc.,  have  been  refilmed  to 
ensure  the  best  possible  image/ 
Les  pages  totalement  ou  partiellement 
obscurcies  par  un  feuillet  d'errata,  une  pelure, 
etc.,  ont  M  filmies  A  nouveau  de  fapon  & 
obtenir  la  meilleure  image  possible. 


This  item  is  filmed  at  the  reduction  ratio  checked  below/ 

Ce  document  est  film*  au  taux  da  rMuction  indiquA  ci-dessous. 


10X 


14X 


18X 


22X 


26X 


30X 


7 


12X 


16X 


20X 


24X 


28X 


32X 


aire 

I  details 
iues  du 
t  modifier 
iger  une 
i  filmage 


The  copy  filmed  here  hes  been  reproduced  thanks 
to  the  generosity  of: 

IMetrenolitan  Toronto  Library 
Canadian  History  Department 

The  images  appearing  here  are  the  best  quality 
possible  considering  the  condition  and  legibility 
of  the  original  copy  and  in  keeping  with  the 
filming  contract  specifications. 


L'exemplaire  film*  fut  reproduit  grAce  A  la 
ginirosit*  de: 

IMetropolitan  Toronto  Library 
Canadian  History  Department 

Les  images  suivantes  ont  4t6  reproduites  avec  le 
plus  grand  soin,  compte  tenu  de  la  condition  et 
de  la  nettet6  de  l'exemplaire  fllm6,  et  en 
conformity  avec  ies  conditions  du  contrat  de 
filmage. 


/ 
j^es 


Original  copies  in  printed  paper  covers  are  filmed 
beginning  with  the  front  cover  and  ending  on 
the  last  page  with  a  printed  or  illustrated  Impres- 
sion, or  the  back  over  when  appropriate.  Ail 
other  original  copies  •%re  filmed  beginning  on  the 
first  page  with  a  printed  or  illustrated  impres- 
sion, and  ending  on  the  last  page  with  a  printed 
or  illustrated  impression. 


Les  exempiaires  originaux  dont  la  couverture  en 
papier  est  imprimte  sont  fiimus  en  commenpant 
par  le  premier  plat  et  en  termlnant  soit  par  la 
dernidre  page  qui  comporte  une  empreinte 
d'impression  ou  d'iliustration,  soit  par  le  second 
plat,  selon  le  cas.  Tous  les  autres  exempiaires 
originaux  sont  filmte  en  commenpant  par  la 
premidi-e  page  qui  comporte  une  empreinte 
d'impression  ou  d'iliustration  et  en  terminant  par 
la  dernidre  page  qui  comporte  une  telle 
empreinte. 


The  last  recorded  frame  on  each  microfiche 
shall  contain  the  symbol  — ^>  (meaning  "CON- 
TINUED"), or  the  symbol  y  (meaning  "END"), 
whichever  applies. 


Un  des  symboles  suivants  apparaftra  sur  la 
dernidre  image  de  cheque  microfiche,  selon  le 
cas:  le  symbols  — ►  signifie  "A  SUIVRE",  le 
symbole  V  signifie  "FIN". 


ire 


Maps,  plates,  charts,  etc.,  may  be  filmed  at 
different  reduction  ratios.  Those  too  large  to  be 
entirely  included  in  one  exposure  are  filmed 
beginning  in  the  upper  left  hand  corner,  left  to 
right  and  top  to  bottom,  as  many  frames  as 
required.  The  following  diagrams  illustrate  the 
method: 


Les  cartes,  planches,  tableaux,  etc.,  peuvent  Atre 
fiimte  A  des  taux  de  reduction  diff Arents. 
Lorsque  le  document  est  trop  grand  pour  Atre 
reproduit  en  un  seul  cliche,  ii  est  fiimi  A  partir 
de  Tangle  supArieur  gauche,  de  gauche  A  droite, 
et  de  haut  en  bas,  en  prenant  le  nombre 
d'images  nicessaire.  Les  diagrammes  suivants 
illustrent  la  mAthode. 


>y  errata 
ed  to 

int 

me  peiure, 

apon  & 


12  3 


32X 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

w 


M^RRI^G-E 


,4 


—WITH  A— 


DECEASEt)  Wife's  Sister. 


■y-Ai  ■  'i„-i 


gtrgumcnt,  BJith  charts 


y 


lir 


B"Y-    Jk.    oLHi^a-iri^ j^25r. 


:'.-;fr=y>  ?; 


Re-Printed  firpvi  the  August  If  umber  of  the 
*  "CHUECHMAN'S   MAGAZINE." 


ToaoNTO : — H.  Bpwsell.     May  be  had  of  all  Booksellers. 


HAMIIiTOfir  I 

Frinted  at  the  Office  of  the  "  Churchman,"  Spectator  Building. 

1871 


•• 


M1MP""MP>n« 


A 


J T-t' ?f«Wipi,' 


t      ^ 


INTRODUCTORY  NOTE. 


The  following  article  has  been  suggested  by  a  debate  'which  took  place  in  the 
recent  Synod  of  the  Toronto  Diocese,  and  by  a  correspondence  which  has  since 
been  published  in  the  Church  Herald'.  The  debate  in  question  was  provoked  by  a 
motion  of  the  Bey;  Canon  Beaven,  seconded  by  the  Rev:  Provost  of  Trinity 
College,  in  condemnation  of  marriage  within  the  «  prohibited  degrees"  The  motion 
was  carried  in  the  Synod  by  a  large  majority.  In  the  course  of  the  debate  an 
allusion  was  made  to  the  Bev.  Mr.  Punshon,  who  had  contracted  one  of  the 
marriages  in  question.  Such  an  allusion  had  been  better  avoided ;  but  the  Synod 
was  in  no  way  implicated  by  the  indiscretion  of  one  of  its  members.  The  Lay-Sec- 
cretary  of  the  Synod,  however,  undertook  on  his  own  account  to  write  a  sort  of  excul- 
tiatory  letter  to  Mr.  Punshon.  We  may  foirly  call  in  question  the  propriety  of  such 
aa  act.  It  was — ^to  speak  mildly— little  better  than  an  officious  and  most  unnecessary 
proceeding.  As  a  matter  of  course,  Mr.  Punshon  was  delighted  with  the  explanation 
offered ;  and4n  reply  f&voured  his  friend,  J.  G.  Hodgins,  L.L.D.,  with  a  laboured  letter 
in  dispussion  of  the  question  involved,  which  though  ostensibly  marked  <'  private," 
wiw  intended  for  publication,  and  accordingly  forthwith  found  its  way  into  the  pages 
tji  our  contemporary  the  Church  Herald.  It  has  been  copied  into  the  pages  of  some  of 
the  leading  newspapers  of  the  Dominion,  and  has  thus  obtained  a  circulation  vastly 
disproportioned  to  its  merits.  A  more  fiidlacious  and  pernicious  article,  on  a  great 
mbject,  we  could  hardly  conceive.  It  is  utterly  unworthy  of  Mr.  Punshon's  reputa- 
tion as  a  critic  and  a  divine.  Still  with  the  authority  of  his  name  the  letter  has  been 
widely  circulated,  and  is  calculated  to  do  much  mischief.  This  jhas  rendered 
necessary  a  refutation  of  the  errors  which  lie  at  the  basis  of  Mr.  Punshon's  letter.  In 
ihe  following  article  an  effectual  antidote  is  furnished  to  the  poison  so  insidiously 
disseminated.  The  subject  has  been  discussed  apart  from  personal  feeling,-Hsimply 
«nd  purely  as  a  biblical  question ;  and  we  hope  those  papers  and  periodicals  which 
have  given  publicity  to  Mr.  Punshon's  argument  will  now  publish  a  reply  which  has 
been  written  in  a  spirit  of  christian  courtesy,  and  with  the  logical  acuonen  and  learned 
research  of  a  scholar  and  theologian.  It  is  not  unlikely  that  the  subject  will  have 
to  undergo  further  discussion  in  both  Great  Britain  and  the  Colonies,  before  it  is 
disposed  of.  In  such  a  contingency  it  will  be  foimd  that  the  Churchmsn'.t  MagaHwt 
will  give  "  no  uncertain  sound." 
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,    MAERIAGB  WITH  A  DECEASED  WIFE'S  SISTER 
A  BIBLE  ARGUMENT,  WITH  IMPORTANT  FACTS  LONG  OBSCURED. 

BY  A  CLERGYMAN. 

It  is  the  fate  of  truth  as  well  as  of  morality  to  be  opposed  in  an  evil 
world,  and  this  not  altogether  without  advantage  to  both.  For  as 
purity  becomes  purer  and  more  beautiful  through  conflict,  so  it  is  also 
with  truth.  What  St.  Paul  says  of  persons  is  equally  applicable  to 
doctrines :  "  There  must  be  also  heresies  amongst;  you,  that  they 
which  are  approved  may  be  made  manifest  among  you."  (1  Cor.  xi-19). 
So  must  there  be  eri-oneous  teachings,  that  God's  truth  may  be  made 
manifest — clearer  to  the  intellectual  and  spiritual  apprehension,  and 
more  illustrious  and  attractive  too.  Such  indeed  has  been  the  history 
of  many  essential  articles  of  the  Christian  creed. 

It  is  only  of  late  years,  however,  that  the  present  subject  has  been 
brought  mto  the  region  of~c6htroversy.    Few  points  of  doctrine  or 
morality  have  enjoyed  such  undisturbed  repose  for  eighteen  centuries ; 
and  now  that  the  enemy  would  unsettle  the  rule  in  which  Christians 
have  hitherto  so  calmy  acquiecced,  we  may  be  assured  that  the  Great 
Head  of  the  Church  will  overrule  the  attempt  for  good,  will  bring  out 
into  stronger  relief  the  antagonism  of  His  holy  truth  to  the  .sensuality 
of  the  world,  and  will  give  new  point  and  lorce  to  the  Church's  testi- 
mony.   Happily,  therefore,  the  movement  in  the  mother  country,  as  is 
well  known,  has  been  the  work  of  a  very  small  but  very  wealthy  clique, 
who  have  literally  lavished  gold  in  furtherance  of  their  selfish  object. 
But,  thank  God,  they  meet  with  a  very  determined  front.    The  great 
bulk  of  English  Churchmen  are  against  any  alteration  of  what  is  and 
has  been  the  law  of  the  Church  and  the  law  of  the  land,  and  which  for- 
bids a  man  to  marry  his  deceased  wife's  sister.    The  Presbyterian  bo- 
dies are  all  pledged  against  it.    The  Eomail  Catholics  are  immoveably 
opposed  to  it;  and  only  a  certain  portion  of  English  Nonconformists^ 
with  some  loose  and  worldly-minded  Churchmen,  are  to  be  found  to 
give  it  any  shadow  of  religious  support. 

Some  confident  boasting  is  occasionally  hoard  of  the  favour  accorded 
to  the  proposed  change  by  the  popular  voice,  as  expressed  in  the  Im- 
perial Legislature.  The  following  useful  history  of  the  Marriage  Bill  is 
given  by  the  Saturday  Meview : 

«  7.116  measure  first  reached  the  Lords  in  1850,  vrhen  ii  was  rejected  without  a 
divi'iion.  In  1861  it  was  introduced  in  the  Lords  and  lost  by  60  to  16.  In  1866  the 
Peers  rejected  it  by  43  to  24.  In  18^8  it  was  refused  by  the  same  House  by  a  major- 
ity  of  46  to  29,  and  again  in  186i»  by  40  to  39.  In  1870  the  Lords  were  taken  by  snr- 
prise,  and  it  wag  thrown  out  by  11  to  73.  And  this  year  it  was  rejected  by  a^maji 
tty  of  26,  so  conititttted  ttiat  ii  evdry  one  of  the  r 
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given  it  their  support  they  could  not  have  saved  it  Tliis  alone  must  show  the  irra- 
tional nature  of  the  present  agitation.  Nor  has  the  history  of  the  measure  in  tho  . 
House  of  Commons  oeen  more  intelligently  significant  of  a  mature  opinion  in  its 
favour.  It  was  first  proposed  in  1842,  but  rejected  by  123  to  100.  In  1849  it  was 
read  a  second  time  by  17T  to  143,  but  lost  in  Committee.  In  1850  it  was  again  read 
a  second  time  by  182  to  130.  In  1855,  the  majority  on  the  second  readind  was  164 
to  157.  In  1858,  the  majority  on  the  second  reading  was  176  to  134.  In  1859,  the 
numbers  were  136  to  77.  In  1861  the  second  reading  was  lost  by  l77  to  172.  In 
1862  it  passed  by  144  to  133,  but  was  rejected  on  the  motion  thrt  the  Speaker  do 
leave  the  chair  by  148  to  116.  In  1866  it  was  rejected  by  174  to  154.  In  1869  it 
passed  the  second  reading  by  243  to  144.  but  was  afterwards  lont  in  Committee.  In 
1870  it  passed  into  Committee  by  184  io  114.  This  year  the  majority  in  the  Com- 
mons was  125  to  84,  or  only  41,  and  on  the  proposal  to  abolish  the  retrospeeiive  clause, 
/or  vfhich  the  promoters  principally  care,  the  majority  was  only  35.  It  is  therefore 
without  the  slifrhtest  foundation  in  fact  that  the  advocates  of  the  measure  speak  of  its 
rejection  by  th'   '  ords  as  "  in  the  face  of  increasing  majoiities  in  the  Commons."  " 

The  first '  "iids  of  the  conflict  at  Homo,  whose  history  .is  thus  suramar- 
ized,  have  at  length  reached  us.  The  notes  of  opposition  ha.  e  been 
heard  in  our  Synod ;  the  glove  has  been  thrown  down  in  even  u  Church 
Newspaper,  w^'ch  has  strangely  admitted  a  series  of  ai'guments  against 
the  Church's  law  by  the  principle  breaker  of  that  law  in  *his  country — 
no  less  a  person  than  the  President  of  the  Wesleyan  Conference !  while 
not  a  word  of  reply  has  appeared  since.  The  ^neral  contempt  for 
religious  as  opposed  to  secular  law  which  characterizes  the  looseness  of 
Colonial  populations,  and  our  familiarity  with  the  tremendous  laxness 
"of  tlie  Marriage  Laws  of  the  United  States,  must,  in  the  nature  of  things, 
precipitate  a  struggle  between  the  Church  and  the  World  at  no  dis- 
tant day ;  while  it  is  to  bo  deeply  deplored  that  the  law  of  Ontario 
appears  so  very  dubious  as  to  invite  wilful  persons  to  contract 
alliances  which  not  even  it,  any  more  than  the  Divine  Law,  approves. 
The  case  seems  to  be  this,  according  to  the  fullest  judgment  of  our 
Courts:  The  marriage  of  a  man  with  a  deceased  wife's  sister  stands 
good,  and  the  issue  legitimate,  if  no  objecton  is  made  ah  extra,  by  a 
third  party,  during  their  life-time  :  otherwise,  that  is,  in  case  of  objec- 
tion, the  union  is  invalid,  the  issue  illegitimate.  Of  course,  too,  tho 
will  of  either  of  the  parties  dissolves  the  union.*  And  we  are  told  that 
this  is  a  marriage  ?  and  that  the  law  of  the  Church  is  against  the  law  of 
the  land!  Surely  it  is  utterly  ridi<^'«lous  to  call  that  union  a  marriage, 
either  from  a  legal  or  a  Christian  point  of  view,  which  depends  on  the 


*Vid.  the  decision  of  V.C.Esten,Chanc'y  Reports:  (Grant's)  Vol.  ix.p.  805.  The  Lnw.as  I  have  since 
observed,  is  not  dabious,  and  gives  very  little  encouragement  to  these  incestuous  unions.  The  reason 
why  a  marriage  '^  void/^  "  unlawful/'  and  "  voidable^'  at  the  time  of  its  contracting  and  during  the 
lives  of  both  parties  to  it,  could  not  be  *'  avoided ' '  after  the  death  of  either,  is  thus  stated  by  the  Y.C  : 
— "  After  the  death  of  either  of  the  parties  the  temporal  courts,  which  have  no  Jurisdiction  themselves, 
and  must  regard  every  marriage  ae  facto,  as  good  until  it  is  declared  void  by  the  eccIesiaBtical^courta, 
will  not  permit  them  to  declare  the  marriage  void  after  the  death  of  one  of  the  parties,  whon  their 
sentence  can  have  no  effect  on  the  marriage  itself,  it  being  already  dissolved  by  deati?,  and  its  only 
effect  will  be  to  bastardize  the  issue.  The  result  is,  that  after  the  death  of  the  parties,  the  marriage 
Is  valid  and  the  issue  legitimate  de  facto,  but  not  de  jure.''''  This  is  said  as  to  England  and 
Scotland ;  but  as  to  the  case  before  the  Y.  0.,  he  goes  on  to  say,  "|It  must  be  recognized  as  a  marriage 
dtfacto^  by  the  temporal  courts  until  annulled  by  sentence  of  the  Bcolesiastlcal  courts,  which  comd 
od^  lM>done  during  the  life-time  of  both  parties  to  it.  Bat  this  is  elearly  the  law  of  this  province. 
It  eanad  be  doubted  that  the  marriage  in  qoestiim  In  this  case  was  nnlswfkd  and  void  at  the 
iiaii9,orito  oelebration,  and  could  have  been  annulled  by  the  sentence  of  the  Bccleslastical  eourt 
atlnqf  time  dttrtoff  the  life-time  of  b«Nk  parties.  Bat  It  Is  equally  clear  that,  it  never  having 
It  bM  become  indiaaoluble,  and  tlie  ohildren  springing  from  it  are  to  aU  practi- 
■^tteiite.". 
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mere  forbearance  of  non-objectors,  or  which  either  of  the  two  parties 
may  dissolve  at  their  own  bare  will  1  At  the  utmost  the  law  simply 
connives  at  such  unions,  and  it  may  be  too.  surely  conjectured  that  tiliat 
connivance  will  be  largely  abused. 

These  several  points  being  taken  into  account,  we  have  abundant 
cause  for,  (perhaps  not  alarm,  but  certainly  for),  being  on  our  guard ; 
for  furbishing  our  weapons ;  for  awakening  Clergy  and  Laity  to  the 
importance  of  the  crisis,  and  seeing  that  all  are  alike  furnished  with 
the  knowledge  of  those  grounds  on  which  we  must  defend  one  of  the 
most  important  citadols  ot  Christian  morality. 

The  divine  authority  of  the  One  Law-giver  is  that  to  which  Chris- 
tians must  mainly  defer ;  while  we  thankfully  feel  that  there  are  mary 
"subsidiary  considerations  of  the  very  gi*eatest  weight,  and  which  might 
well  suffice  to  restrain  us  from  the  exercise  of  liberty  in  the  present  case, 
even  supposing  such  liberty  were  distinctly  not  against  the  Divine  Law. 
All  these  pointy,  doubtless,  will  in  due  course  receive  ample  recognition, 
as  the  subject  is  more  and  more  discussed ;  but  the  Divine  Law,  as  ever 
understood  in  the  Church,  must  always  hold  the  principal  place,  and  be 
the  sheet  anchor  of  all  our  arguments.  I  think,  therefore,  that  it  is  but 
logical  and  reverent  to  address  myself  to  this  part  of  the  subject  first, 
endeavouring,  as  shall  be  my  aim,  to  present  the  Bible  argument  fairly 
and  without  disguise ;  and  more  particularly  as  some  very  important  illvs- 
tratifis  lately  fell  in  my  way,  which  I  am  quite  sure  are  unknown  to  the 
bulk  of  Bible-readers. 

It  is  only  too  possible  that  those  to  whom  the  subject  is  unfamiliar 
may  find  some  little  difficulty  in  following  the  argument,  ijo^gpite  of  my 
efforts  tQ.3eplsi?T^ut  tKe  very  fact  of  wide  d.scussion  shows  that 
tliei'e  must  be  some  difficulty  to  afford  to  scope  for  it.  Headers  mus 
not  be  disconcerted  at  this  :  the  rule  stands  for  soul  as  well  as  body 
"  in  the  sweat  of  thy  face  shall  thou  eat^bread." 

I.  First,  then,  I  shall  clear  away  an  objection  which  is  made  the  ir  ost 
of  at  the  very  threshold .  It  is  generally  assumed  that  Levit.  XVIII.  18 
specially  refers  to  the  marriages  in  question :  "Neither  shall  thou  take 
a  wife  to  her  sister,  (margin^  one  wife  to  another),  to  vex  her,  to  uncover 
her  nakedness,  beside  the  other  in  her  lifetime."  (I  add  a  literal 
rendering  of  the  Hebrew,  as  it  will  be  useful  for  reference :  "And  a 
woman  to  her  sister  thou  shall  not  take,  to  rival,  to  uncover  her  nakednesSf 
besides  her,  in  her  life") 

1.  It  is  argued  that  as  the  marriage  is  forbidden  with  a  special  restric- 
tion, "  in  her  life,,"  therefore  it  is  lawful  when  that  restriction  is  removed, 
nay,  that  it  is  almost  suggested.  ' 

To  this  it  may  well  be  replfed  (1)  that  such  a  mode  of  reasoning  is  in 
general  highly  dangerous  and  uncertain — to  conclude  that  things  are 
sanctioned  or  approved  by  law,  if  they  i^  only  not  expressly  forbidden  1 
Per  example,  1  say  to  a  servant  whom  I  have  detected  in  a  theft,  "  As 
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long  as  you  are  in  my  employ  neven  steal  again."  May  he  justly 
conclude  that  when  not  in  my  employ  he  has  my  full  approbation  for 
theft?  So  it  by  no  means  follows  that,  because  a  man  may  not  take  his 
wife's  sister  in  mariTiage  while  his  wife  is  alive,  he  may  marry  his 
wife's  sister  when  his  wife  is  dead.  Hooker  exhibits  his  "  judiciousness" 
in  the  observation — "  It  is  a  mistake  to  suppose  that  a  thing  denied 
with  special  circumstance  doth  import  an  opposite  affirmation  when 
once  that  circumstance  is  expired."  (Bk.  v,  c.  xiv).  "  The  manner  of 
Scripture  produceth  no  such  inference  as  that."  (Pearson,  Art.  iii). 
(2.)  There  is  nothing  \jo  prove  that  the  restriction,  "  her  life,,"  belongs  to 
the  wife — see  the  literal  rendering  above.  It  may  and,  I  hope  it  will 
yet  appear,  does  apply  to  the  sister — and  it  is  to  be  regarded  not  as  a 
limitation,  but  as  an  extension  of  the  prohibition  to  the  whole  life,  a  pro- 
hibition thus  more  stringent  than  even  the  nuptial  bond,  for  the  latter 
might  be  terminated  by  divorce,  while  the  prohibition  has  no  limits 
Besides,  there  is  nothing  in  Scripture  to  limit  the  prohibition  of  marry- 
ing a  wife's  sister  to  the  period  of  the  wife's  life-time,  any  more  than 
there  is  to  limit  the  prohibition  of  marrying  the  wife's  daughter  or 
grand  daughter.  When  Hannah  says  she  will  give  her  expected  son 
unto  the  Lord  *^'allthe  days  of  his  life,"  she  might  just  as  well  be 
supposed  to  intend  Tioeping  him  for  herself  after  his  death,  as  the 
restriction  in  Leviticus  be  explained  away  as  merely  temporary — con- 
tingent on  the  life  of  the  first  wife.  But  what  shall  we  think  of  those 
who  in  so  serious  a  matter  trust  so  uncertain  an  argument — for  **  lincer- 
tain"  is  the  very  least  we  can  say  of  it;  and  who  oppose  that  uncer- 
tainty to  the  unanimous  voice  of  eighteen  centuries  of  Christianity  I 

But  whether  the  argument  thus  far  considered  is  right  or  wrong, 
good  or  bad,  it  cahnot  stand,  for  it  is  based  on  a  totally  wrong  transla- 
tion of  the  Hebrew  text,  and  an  improper  division  of  the  context. 

2.  Mr.  Punshon  says.  "  With  Dr.  McOaul  I  believe  that  all  criticism 
must  bow  before  the  plain  straightforward  meaning  of  the  words  in  Lev: 
XVin :  181"  Very  well ;.  let  us  see  what  that  meaning  is,  and  whether 
Mr.  Punshon  has  bowed  before  it.    It  is  well  knywn  that  the  words 
"a  woman  to  her  sister"  are  a  Hebre>v  idiom,  an  expression  peculiar  to 
the  language.    The  corresponding  phrase,  "  a  inan  to  his  brother,"  occurs 
twenty-five  times  in  the  Hebrew  Scriptures,  and  is  translated  generally 
■  as  in  the  following  examples,  by  the  Italic  words : 
Gen.  37 :  19,  "  And  they  said  one  to  another" 
Ex.  26 :  20,  And  the  faces  of  the  cherubim  shall  look  one  to  another.*' 
Ex.  37 :  9,  "  The  Cherubin  stood  with  their  fkces  one  to  another." 
Jer.  13 :  14,  "And  I  will  dash  them  one  against  another." 
Jer.  25 :  26,  And  all  the  Kings  of  the  North  one  toith  another." 
Ezek.  24 :  23,  *'  And  mourn  one  towards  another." 

Of  the  nineteen  other  examples,  some  a^re  slightly  varied  in  form.  I 
tihfXi  now  give  all  the  instances  of  the  expression  in  dispute — "  a  woman 
to  Jier  sister." 
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Ex.  26 :  3,  *'  Tho  fivQ  curtains  shall  be  coupled  together  one  to  another; 
and  other  five  curtains  shall  be  coupled  one  to  another. 

Ex.  26  :  5/<  That  the  loops  may  take  hold  one  of  another.'' 
Ex.  26 :  6, "  And  couple  the  curtains  together.'* 
.  Ex.  26 ;  17,  "  Two  tenons  shall  be  set  one  against  another." 
Ez.  1 :  9  and  11,  "  Their  wings  wore  joined  one  to  another." 
Ez.  1 :  23,  "  And  their  wines  were  straight  one  toivards  another." 
Ez.  3 :  lOj  "  The  wings  of  the  living  creatures  touched  one  another." 
Lev.  18 :  18.    The  case  in  dispute. 

Here  we  )iave  all  the  instances  of  tho  phra..3  in  the  Hebrew  Bible  ; 
and  it  is  observable  that  our  translators  have  uniformly  rendered  it, 

f  making  no  marginal  gloss,  except  in  Leviticus, — so  certain  is  the  force  of 
the  idiom.  I  ask,  then, 
Can  aiiy  one  not  swayed  by  prejudice  believe  that  a  \  'irase  used 
thirty-four  times  in  the  Hebrew  Bible  in  the  same  identical  nse,  is 
used  tho  thirty-fifth  time  in  a  totally  different  sense  ?  For  my  part,  if 
I  could  see  no  meaning  in  the  last  case,  I  should  feel  bound  .a  i  in  the 
rendering  of  all  the  other  cases,  leaving  the  meaning  for  future  illumi- 
•  nation.  Assuredly  we  must  adhere  to  the  fixed  meaning  of  Bible 
phrases,  unless  we  would  make  the  Scripture  what  an  irreverent  Cardi- 
nal called  it,  "  a  nose  of  wax."    • 

Now  before  I  come  to  the  true  exposition  of  this  passage,  as  I  wish 
to  be  thorough  aj,,ijar  as  I  go,  I  shall  notice  the  objection  which  Mr. 
Funshon  and  others  make  to  the  marginal  rendering,  "  one  wife  to  the 
other  " — though  that  is  not  strictly  correct.  It  would  only  then  be 
(they  say)  "  a  prohibition  of  bigamy."  Mr.  Punshon  goes  on  to  say, 
"  1  submit  this  cannot  be,  because  we  know  for  a  fact  that  bigamy  was 
practised  to  a  much  later  period  by  those  who  were  bound  by  these 
Levitical  laws,  and  also  because  in  Pout,  xxi  15,  part  of  the  second  giv- 
ing of  the  law,  and  therefore  later,  bigamy  is  recognised  as  existing, 
and  for  a  certain  contingency  growing  out  of  it,  legislated  for." 

It  would  be  sufficient  to  answer,  That  not  all  bigamy  or  polygamy 
would  not  be  necessarily  hereby  prohibited;  e.ff.  such  as  Abraham's  taking 
Hagar  with  Sarah's  consent,  or  Jacob's  taking  Rachel's  and  Leah's  hand- 
maids at  their  desire  ;  as  this  would  not  be  within  the  terms  of  the  pro- 
hibition, "  to  rival  "  them  ;  though  such  polygamy  might  be  forbidden 
on  other  grounds.  Surely  here  again  we  may  observe  that  a  special 
prohibition  is  a  very  unfit  ground  for  a  g&neral  course  of  action  in  a  pre- 
cisely opposite  direction. 

3.  But  the  truth  is  that  both  of  the  preceding  explanations  are 
wrong ;  thejtext  in  dispute  refers  neither  to  polygamy  nor  to  a  deceased 
wife's  sister  r  It  has  "iTre^ence  which  removes  ^11  the  difficulties 
which  would  largely  cluster  about  both  these  views,  ^pl  it  at  the  same 
time  allows  the  Hebrew  idiom  its  full,  proper  and  uni^tricted  force  of 
"  one  to  another."  The  g^at  objection  to  this  renderin^'.n  the  present 
itistattoe,  in  spite  of  the  overwhelming  fi^e  of  idiomatic  use.  jSt— that 
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the  phrase  has  a  reciprocal  import )  that  is,  a  namber  of  things  are  said  to 
be  so  and  so  one  to  another  ;  that  there  must  be  a  plural  antecedent ;  while 
in  the  present  case  there  is  no  antecedent,  nothing  and  nobody  are 
mentioned  which  can  have  any  relation  one  to  another. 

The  conditions  are  all  fulfilled,  the  difficulties  of  grammar  and  moral- 
ity are  at  once  got  rid  of,  by  reading  verses  17  and  18  togetJier,  as  they 
should  be ':  "  Thou  shalt  not  uncover  the  nakedness  of  a  woman  and 
her  daughter,  neither  shalt  thou  take  her  son's  daughter,»or  her  daugh- 
ter's daughter,  to  uncover  her  nakedness :  it  is  wickedness :  and  one 
with  the  other  thou  shalt  not  take,  to  rival,  to  uncover  her  nakedness 
besides  her  as  long  as  she  liveth." 

Observe,  the  conjunction  in  the  Hebrew  is  copulative,  not  disjunctive; 
and  it  is  not  placed  in  connexion  with  the  negative,  as  in  the  E.  v.,  but 
in  the  order  here  given. 

N"ow  it  becomes  quite  clear  that  the  restriction  in  her  life  is  not  a 
contingency  any  how  removeable,  but  belongs  equally  to  the  whole  life 
of  both  mother  and  daughter.  It  matters  not  that  the  daughter  and 
grand-daughter  are  no  blood  relations  of  the  man — enough  that  they  are 
*•  her  near  kinswomen."  Wnat  now  Jbecomes  of  the  implied  liberty  on 
the  removal  of  the  restriction, "  as  long  as  she  liveth  ?  "  Does  the  point 
need  to  be  pressed  ?  Do  we  not  now  !~ee  that  all  things  are  not  to  be 
concluded  as  sanctioned  by  law,  which  are  only  not  expressly  forbidden 
by  it  ?    Does  Mr.  Punshon  **  bow  "  to  so  clear  a  meaning  ? 

The  only  wonder  is  that  verses  17  and  18  should  have  been  so  gene- 
rally read  apart — the  occasion  of  so  much  misapprehension.  But,  as 
the  Eev.  W.  B.  Galloway,  in  the  pamphlet  (Eivingtons,  1870.)  to  which 
I  am  indebted  for  this,  says,  "  That  it  has  been  so  construed  in  ancient 
times  is  manifest  from  the  following  passage  from  Philo  Judasus.  *  For 
the  intermarriages  of  strangers  produce  new  relationships  not  "ohort  of 
those  which  are  by  blood ;  for  which  reason  he  hath  also  debarred  many 
other  connexions,  enjoining  a  man  not  to  contract  marriage  with  a 
grand-daughter-in-law;,  the  wife  (widow)  of  a  daughter's  son  or  of  a  son's 
son ;  tior  with  a  wife's  aunt,^  whether  on  her  father's  or  on  her  mother's 
side;  nor  with  one  who  has  been  the  wife  of  an  uncle,  or  of  a  soto,  or  of 
brother,  [observe,  no  illusion  to  any  imagined  exception]  :  nor  again  to 
wed  toith  a  step-daughter,  whether  widow  or  virgin,  in  addition  to  his  wife  if 

she  be  living,  hut  not  even  after  her  death Again:  he  does  not  permit  the 

same  man  to  marry  two  sisters,  either  at  the  same  time  or  at  different 
times.  For  while  she  who  cohabited  with  him  still  lives,  even  if  divorced, 
whether  she  continues  single,  as  in  widowhood,  or  even  have  been  mar- 
ried to  anothend|ke  deemed  it  unholy  for  the  sister  to  come  into  the  lot 
of  W  who  ha^een  unfortunate;"  (Be  Specialibns  Legifous.  0pp.  Ed. 
W^fS^Jf  J^\-  ii  P*  3(^3.)  Mr.  Galloway  justly  says,  "  There  is  no  other 
part  of  l§oriptare,  and  no  o<^er  mode  of  readiitg  this,  which  coul4  have 
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(fi*om  the  latter  part  of  the  quotation  just  given)  to  have  had  his  eye  on 
the  Septuagint  rendering  which  agrees  with  the  English. 

The  celebrated  Babbi  Maimonides  took  the  same  view,  ps  will  be  seen 
later  on.  And  thus,  I  hope,  is  one  obstacle  to  a  right  understanding  of 
the  Scripture  on  this  point  wholly  swept  away.  • 

II.  I  come  now  to  what  is  here  called  "  Parity  of  Reasoning:  "  "a 
wonderful  phrase,"  says  Mr.  Funshon — yes,  wonderfally  inconvenient 
for  him.  The  phrase  is  used  by  excellent  scholars  on  both  sides,  who, 
I  dare  say,  think  it  very  good  English.  The  meaning^  however,  is  all 
we  are  concerned  with.  It  is  an  argument  from  the  parallelism  of  the 
cases  ruled  by  the  Law  of  Marriage,  and  must  come  home  to  men's 
reason  and  consciences  as  "  wonderfully  "  just  and  weighty.  Here  it  is; 
In  Lev.  xviii.  6  the  general  principle  is  laid  down,  "None  of  you  shall 
approach  to  any  that  is  near  of  kin  to  him,  \Marg.  Heb.  "  remainder  of 
flesh  "],  to  uncover  their  nakedness."  The  expression  here  used,  "near 
of  kin"  or  "remainder  of  flesh,"  includes  without  any  controversy 
whatever  two  classes  of  relations — those  of  consanguinity,  or  blood 
relations ;  and  those  of  affinity,  or  relations  bj'  marriage.  Of  the  for- 
mer there  is  no  dispute ;  of  the  latter,  take  the  example  referred  to 
before  in  ver.  17,  whore  a  man  is  forbidden  to  marry  the  daughter  of  his 
wife^  or  the  daughter  of  her  son,  or  of  her  daughter.  They  are  no  blood 
relations  to  him ;  why  then  are  they  forbidden?  "For  they  are  her 
near  kinswomen  (or  flesh)  :  it  is  wickedness."  And  this  is  the  same  ex- 
pression and  the  same  reason  as  where  blood  relations  are  spoken  of; 
•e.  g.  ver.  12,  "  Thou  shalt  not  uncover  the  nakedness  of  thy  father's  sister: 
she  IS  thy  father's  near  kinswoman,  (orflesh)."  Quite  clear  then  it  is  that 
there  may  be  and  are  relationships  by  affinity  which  preclude  marriage 
according  to  God's  Law,  but  we  most  unreasonably  expect  to 
find  in  the  Scripture  detailed  lists  of  prohibited  degrees.  It  is  enough 
to  find  great  principles  set  down  with  the  utmost  perspicuity,  and  nu- 
merous examples  enabling  us  to  apply  those  principles  with  certainty. 
Here  is  such  a  list. 

The  Word  of  God  forbids  a  man  to  marry  "  any  that  is  near  of  hin  to 
Ae'm; "  and  mentions,  in  the  following  order,  thirteen  instances  of  per- 
sons directly  or  indirectly  near  of  kin,  viz : — 


His  Mother, 
tia  St^mother  or 

Fathet^s  Wife, 
his  Sister, 
his  Half-sister, 


his  own  Grand-daughter, 
his  Father's  Sister, 
his  Mother's  Sister, 
his  Aunt  or  Father's 
JSrothei't  Wife, 


his  own  Daughter-in-Law  or  Son* s  Wife^ 

his  Sister-itirLate  or  Brother's  Wi^, 

his  We'«  Mother, 

his  Wife^s  Daughter, 

his  Wif^s  Grand-daughter. 


Six  of  these  women  are  blood-relations ;  seven  (printed  in  Italics)  are 
relatioi^s  by  marriage  only.  Tet  the  whole  follow  the  words  "near  of 
kin"  without  any  distinction:  except  that  after  the  charge  hot  to 
marry  his  wife's  relations  there  i$  ad(l6d,  "  fbr  they  are  her  near  kin»- 
wouien ;  it  is  Wiokedness."      This  last  Word  is  the  translation  of  the 
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Hebrew  word  used  for  the  vilest  Idnd  of  letcdnesSy  in  Judges  xx.  6,  Ezek. 
zvi.  43,  and  xxii.  11. 

Wo  are  now  in  a  condition  to  apply  the  "  parity  of  reason  "  argument : 
but,  "Hold!"  say  some  eager  partisann;  "what  right  have  vou  to, 
make  any  inferences  at  all  in  this  matter  ?  why  should  you  go  beyond 
the  express  letter  of  the  enactment?"  First,  because  it  is  only  common 
senseto  do  so ;  and  secondly  because  we  must  do  it,  if  we  would  not 
throw  open  the  gates  of  incest.  If  we  may  not  go  by  "  parity  of  rea- 
soning,"'that  is,  regard  no  moral  parallelism,  make  no  iuforences,  but 
be  bound  only  by  the  bare  letter ;  than  a  man  marry  his  own  daughter  or 
sister  I  for  they  are  not  expressly  prohibited. 

To  apply  this  to  the  case  in  hand :  Lev.  xviii.  16.  "  Thou  shalt  not 
uncover  the  nakedness  of  thy  brother's  wife ;  it  is  thy  brother's  naked- 
ness "—repeated  in  chap.  xx.  21  with  a  special  curse.  Here  a  woman 
is  forbidden  to  marry  \vdv  deceased  hushavJts  brother ;  and  the  strict  par- 
allel is  that  a  man  is  forbidden  to  marry  his  deceased  wife's  sister.  To 
see  anything  "wonderful"  in  this  except  its  entire  fairness  argues  a 
degree  of  moral  obliquity  which  we  may  well  shudder  at.  Where  is 
there  an  unperverted  mind  which  does  not  feel  that  the  moral  relation 
of  two  sisters  successively  to  one  or  the  same  .man  as  husbpud,  is 
strictly  parallel  to  that  of  two  brothers  to  one  and  the  same  woman  as 
wife  ?*  And  even  if  the  Law,  in  spite  of  this  moral  identity,  did  not  en- 
tirely recognize  the  practical  equality  of  obligation  in  both  cases,  there 
is  no  reason  why  Christians  should  not  doit.  The  Law  aimed  atelevat- 
the  condition  of  woman  towards  an  equality  of  moral  rights,  but,  as  we 
know,  this  was  imperfectly  acccomplished.  While  slavery  and  poly- 
gamy lasted,  the  moral  rights  and,  consequently,  the  moral  responsibili- 
ties of  woman  could  not  be  equal.  In  Christ  there  is  nether  bond  nir  free, 

'ther  male  nor  female.    The  obligations  of  holiness  are  equal,  and  the 

f  p-,1  ;nquity  which  excludes  two  brothers  from  marrying  in  succession 

.^  ^  iiaoie  woman,  must  equally  exclude  two  sisters  from  marrying  in 

i^cession  the  same  man."  (Gralloway). 

iittt,  it  is  again  objected,  the  death  of  the  person  through  whose  mari- 
riage  the  nearness  of  kin  began,  alters  that  nearness.  The  Eev.  W.  Abner 
Brown,  no  "High  Church  ascetic,"  but  a  friend  and  biographer  of  the 
well-known  C.  Simeon,  answers  well :  "  A  step-son  may  not  marry  his 
father's  widow ;  and  yet  there  is  no  kin  between  them,  except  through 
the  woman's  former  marriage  with  his  father,  who  is  now  dead.  Tne 
death  of  the  person  thi-ough  whose  marriage  the  bond  of  kindred  began, 
must  either  dissolve  that  bond  in  all  cases,  or  it  dissolves  it  in  none.  It 
dissolves  it  in  none."  (Quoted  by  Bp.  Wordsworth  in  Com.  Levit.) 
The  ground  of  the  pi^ohibition  is  the  nearness  of  his  step-mother  tc  his 
father — becoming  "  one  flesh  "  with  him ;  and  as  soon  as  this  became  a 
fact,  the  propinquity  was  complete.  How  then  could  the  father's  death 
undo  a  pre-existent  fact,  and  thereby  cause  the  relation  between  step- 
mother and  step-son  to  cease  ?  "  Does  the  maxim  admit  of  controversy 
that  any  person  with  whom,  at  am/  time^  it  would  have  been  incest  to 
cohabit,  will  forever  remain  forbidden  ?  The  question  seems  unequivo- 
cally determined  b^  the  principle  of  affinity  arising  out  of  the  nature 
of  the  marriage  union.",  ^Professor  Bush).  Ah,  but  this  places  us  in  a 
"dilemma,"  says  Mr.  runshon.  Many  dilemmas  are  wonderftilly 
spectral,  and  frighten  more  a  good  deal  than  they  hurt.  Levit.  xx.  21 
threatens  "childlessness"  for  the  infraction  of  this  prohibition,  and  he 
kuows  coses  where  "  no  suOh  p«aalty  fbllowed.    EiUier  then  the  Scrip- 
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ture  is  broken,  and  its  thre^tenings  a  dead  letter,  or,  the  prohibition 
does  not  apply."  In  a  whole  lifetime  it  could  hardly  fall  to  one's  lot  to 
find  any  perversion  of  Scripture  so  ignorant,  so  gross,  so  unspiritual. 
What !  a  Christian  tell  us  that  because  God's  Law  is  no  longer  enforced 
by  temporal  penalties,  its  moral  obligation  ceases  !  Is  the  penalty  of 
"  burning  with  fire"  now  inflicted  for  the  union  forbidden  a  little  before, 
ver.  14  ?  and  h?,^  moral  obligation  therefore  lapsed  I  One  cannot  but 
wonder  at  the  blindness  and  the  want  of  sensibility  which  has  permitted 
Mr.  Punshon  to  quote  in  his  own  defence  Lev.  :!sx.  21,  of  all  possible 
arguments ! 

But  there  is  another  "dilemma" — a  very  harmless,  though  a  very 
ugly  goblin.  "If  my  wife's  sister  is  still  [after  the  wife's  decease]  my 
wife's  sistei ;  then  logically  my  wife  is  still  my  wife,  and  so  far  from 
restricting  my  libert^i:  to  marry  to  Lor  own  relations,  her  death — as  it 
does  not  alter  my  relations  to  her — [his  own  representation] — does  not 
leave  me  atliberty  to  marry  at  all."  How  very  "logical"  indeed,  where 
the  word  "  wife"  is  plainly  "  equivocal" — made  to  represent  a  past  and 
a  present  relation ;  an  actual  relation  in  the  past,  a  non-existing  one  in 
the  present.  Nor  are  we  responsible  for  such  logic,  as  doubtless  he 
would  object ;  but  it  arises  wholly  from  his  mistaking  or  evading  the 
point  at  issue,— and  that  is,  not  the  relation  which  a  man  now  bears  to 
one  who  was  his  wife,  but  the  relation  which  he  noio  bears  to  her 
surviving  sister.  Once,  that  relation  was  undoubted  :  to  cohabit  with  her 
would  not  have  been  simply  adultery,  but  incest.  We  have  before 
observed,  that  nothing  can  abolish  a  pre-existing  fact — and  therefore 
such  cohabitation  would  still  be  incest.  Though  "freed  from  the  law 
of  her  husband,"  as  Mr.  Punshon  emphasises  it;  it  does  not  follow  that 
a  widow  is  free  from  all  law  as  to  his  Kindred,  as  he  argues,  or  we  might 
have  such  mixtures  as  would  rival  the  incests  of  ancient  Persia.  Because, 
forsooth,  I  may  not  marry  my  sister-in-law,  must  I  cry  out  with  the 
logic  of  a  petulant  will.  You  insist  that  she  who  was  once  my  wife  is 
still  my  wife  in  the  spirit  world  !  Surely  Mr.  Punshon,  is  here  guilty  of 
as  "  ridiculous  a  stupidity  as  to  dream  of  midwifery  in  the  grave,"  as 
Bishop  Pearson  jjhrases  it.  This  is  a  Sadducean  error.  Death  "  departs'^ 
a  man  and  his  wife — makes  a  complete  separation ;  but  it  does  not 
abolish  the  relations  which  that  marriage  effected  between  the  surviv- 
ing husband  or  wife  and  their  respective  families,  till  he  comes  and 
touches  with  his  icy  fingers  each  separate  one. 

We  will  just  put  Mr.  Punshon's  objection  into  the  mouth  of  the 
parallel  I'clation— a  deceased  brother's  wife.  She  objects  to  the  prohibit 
tion  which  would  bar  her  marriage  to  the  surviving  brother,  and  says, 
in  words  which  have  exactly  the  same  value  as  in  Mr.  Punshon's  argu- 
ment:— "If  my  husband's  brother  is  still  my  husband's  brother,  then 
logically  my  husband  is  still  my  husband,  and  so  far  from  restricting 
my  liberty  to  mairy  to  his  own  relations,  his  death — as  it  does  not  alter 
my  relations  to  him-^-does  not  leave  me  at  liberty  to  marry  at  all." 
Now,  if  this  argument  have  the  efi'ect  Mr.  Punshon  wishes,  it  justifies  a 
union  expressly  forbidden,  Lev.  XVIII .  161  But  this  is  no  more  than 
the  gentleman'?  whole  letter  aims  at. 

Let  the  public  at  large  notice  what  the  Bev.  W.  Morley  Punshon,  Presi- 
dent of  the  Wesleyan  Oonfbrence,distinctlv  says :  It  appears  to  me,  and 
has  always  appeared  to  me  that  the  doctrine  of  this  passage  (Bom.  YI :  2)' 
is  that  the  relationship  of  n^nity^  created  by  law,  ceases  when  the  law 
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•ceases."  An  astouDdifig,  a  tremendous  conclusion  I  Observe,  so  a  man  may 
marry  his  father's  wife,  his  son's  wife,his  brother's  wife,his  wife's  mother, 
his  wife's  daughter,  his  wife's  grand-daughter— all  expressly  fordidden  in 
Scripture  !  Thus  he  interprets  St.  Paul  so  as  to  make  him  directly 
•contradict  himself:  seelCor.  V.  1.  It  would  be  treason  to  religion, 
and  a  wrong  every  Christian  who  venerate  3  the  Bible  as  God's  sacred  and 
authoritative  Word,  not  to  cry  out  with  loudest  voice — '•'  Behold  a  blind 
guide,  and  beware  of  him !"  Let  there  be  no  misconception,  no  shirking — 
here  is  his  statement:  "The  relationship  of  affinity  ceases.^^  Who  is 
prepared  to  accept  it  and  all  its  consequences  ?  This  is  what  self-will  is 
driven  to,  when  it  thinks  itself  wiser  than  the  whole  Church  of  God ! 

Mr  P.  wishes  his  friend  Dr.  Hodgins,  to  "  affirm  (privately)  on  his 
behalf  that  he  tries  to  love  Jesus  " ;  and  Dr.  Hodgins,  like  a  zealous 
friend,  does  it  publicly  and  at  once.  The  christian  public  must  be 
flowed  to  doubt  the  love  that  asserts  itself  in  such  new  ways — Dr. 
Hodgins'  assurances,  and,  a  ttill  more  unlikely  method,  breaking  the 
Laws  of  the  Lord  Jesus !  whose  Spirit  was  in  the  Old  Testament  writers. 
^'  If  a  man  love  Me  he  will  keep  my  words  ",  says  our  Lord.  Now, 
supposing  Mr.  P.  "  knows  and  is  persuaded  by  the  Lord  Jesus,"  [N.  B. 
St.  raul  does  not  venture  on  the  familiarity  "  Jesus "],  that  this 
marriage  in  question  is  "  not  unclean  of  itself",  does  that  justify  him  in 
-evading  the  laws  of  his  native  land,  in  presuming  on  the  laws  of  this 
land,  and  outraging  the  moral  sense  of  nearly  all  religious  communities, 
in  order  to  contract  it  ?  "  If  thy  brother  be  grieved  with  thy  marriage, 
now  walkeat  thou  not  charitably.  Destroy  not  him  with  thy  marriage 
for  whom  Christ  died  " — as  he  now  runs  the  risk  of  doing  manifoldly, 
by  encouraging  weak  consciences  to  act  against  external  laws  and  in- 
ward convictions  in  compliance  with  unregulated  desire,  under  the 
patronage  of  a  distinguished  religious  leader.  A  religious  leader  might 
well  pause  in  the  exercise  of  what  he  thought  a  lawful  liberty,  at  the 
Apostle's  words :"  Take  heed  lest  by  any  means  this  liberty  of  yours 
become  a  stumbling  block  to  them  that  are  weak."  "  When  ye  sia  so 
against  the  brethren,  and  wound  their  weak  conscience,  ye  sin  against 
iDhrist."  I  fear  Dr.  Hodgins's  "  affirmations  "  will  hardly  outweigh 
these  last  considerations  in  the  public  mind. 

III.  There  is  one  more  argument  which  is  relied  on  to  weaken  the 
force  of  all  that  has  been  Baid.  It  is  objected  that  in  spite  of  the  plain 
prohibition  in  Lev.  xviii.  16.  of  marriage  with  a  deceased  brother's  wife, 
{]and  by  "  paritv  of  reasoning,"  as  we  hold,  with  a  deceased  wife's  sister), 
yet  there  can  be  nothing  intrinsically  immoral  in  such  unions,  as  in  a 
special  case  they  are  even  enjoined,  D^ut.  xxv  6-10.  The  whole  force 
of  this  objection  depends  upon  the  assumption  that  the  brothers  are 
oum  brothers,  sons  of  one  father  or  mother.  It  is  truly  surprising  how 
generally  this  assumption  has  been  allowed.  Its  force  is  parried  by  the 
maxim  that  "  the  exception  proves  the  rule" — that  God  is  the  supreme 
Lawgiver,  whom  we  cannot  limit.  Weighty  and  true  indeed ;  but  the. 
^assumption  itselfig^tQ  be  denied :  and  thus  what  seemed  an  exception," 
weakening  the  moral  force  of  the  general  prohibition,  turns  out  to  be 
no  exception,  but  an  unmitigated  enforcement  of  that  rule,  giving  it  a 
resistless  moral  weight.  For  the  knowledge  of  this  fact  (I  feel  l^und 
very  clearly  and  thankfully  to  say)  I  am  entirely  indebted  to  Mr. 
•Galloway,  whose  proofs  I  shall  do  but  little  more  than  arrange  in  my 
•own  words. 

The  point  of  the  case  M  pat  by  the  Sadducees  to  cor  Ijord,  (Matt 


^ 


•9 


xxii.  24-2 
but  simpl 
seven, 
where  sp 
book  of  a 
and  belie 
plain,  th 
Eaguel, 
cession, 
the  only 
neither  ai 
self  for  a 
but'if  it 
had  of  n 

•  •  • 

111. 

It  was 

exhaust< 

the  inhc 

heathen 

all  the  f 

Tobias, 

the  Lav 

father's 

the  sev( 

eighth, 

Intn 

is  wholl 

be,  unl< 

not  unc 

nakedv 

may  se 

die,  an 

a  straw 

oppose 

her,  ac 

brothe 

the  in! 

widow 

anoth< 

The 

Canae 

bar  01 

Thee 

fulnei 

Moat 

ed. 

tenes 

with 

(Eui 

limil 

time 

kin; 

wit! 


>( 


Marriagd  with  a  Deceased  Wife^a  Sister. 


1» 


a  man  miay 

[fe's  mother, 

[ordidden  in 

Im  directly 

^o  religion, 

sacred  and 

old  a  blind 

shirking — 

"    Who  is 

self-will  is 

of  God ! 

[ely)  on  his 
a  zealous 

ic  must  be 

ways— Dr. 

Baking  the 

mt  writers. 

)rd.    Now, 

8,"    [N.B. 
that  this 

tify  him  in 
awsofthis 
tnmunities, 
Y  marriage, 
J  marriage 
nanifoldly, 
ws  and  in- 

under  the 
ader  might 
rty,  at  the 
y  of  yours 
•  ye  sin  so 
in  against 

outweigh 

eaken  the 
the  plain 
ler's  wife, 
>'8  sister), 
IS,  as  in  a 
lole  force 
thers  are 
sing  how 
>d  by  the 
supreme 
;  butthe_ 
cceptioh, 
)ut  to  be 
7ing  it  a 
9l  Donnd 
dtoHr. 
6  in  my 

,  (Matt 


xxii.  24-28),  was  not  that  the  Seven  vrete  all  sons  of  the  same  parents, 
but  simply  that "  Seven  had  her  to  wije^^  and  that  she  had  a  claim  to  the 
seven.  But  the  Levirate  Law,  i.  e.  respecting  a  husband's  brother,  «©■ 
where  specifies  or  contemplates  ^hat  they  must  be  oicn-brothers.  The 
bookof  Tobit,  though  uncanonic«il,  is  a  fair  reflex  of  Jewish  practices 
and  beliefs,  and  may  perhaps  have  suggested,  as  it  certainly  does  ex- 
plain, the  case  proposed  by  the  Sadducees.  Sara,  the  daughter  of 
Eaguel,  of  the  Captivity  in  Media,  had  married  seven  husbands  in  suc- 
cession, to  whom  she  bore  no  children  ;  and  she  laments  to  God,  "I  am 
the  only  daughter  of  my  father,  neither  hath  he  any  child  to  he  his  heir, 
neither  any  near  kinsman,  nor  any  son  of  his,  alive,  to  ivhom  I  may  keep  my- 
self for  a  wife.  My  seven  husbands  are  already  dead ;  and  why  should  I  live  I 
but'if  it  please  Thee  not  that  I  should  die,  command  some  regard  to  be 
had  of  me,  and  pity  taken  of  me,  that  I  hear  no  more  reproach."  Chap. 

•  •  • 

111. 

It  was  believed  that  the  full  extent  of  her  Levirate  claim  had  been 
exhausted,  and  she  waa  unwilling  to  marry  a  stranger,  thereby  carrying 
the  inheritance  oui  of  her  own  family ;  much  less  would  she  marry  a 
heathen,  and  so  pollute  her  name  in  the  land  of  her  captivity.  When 
all  the  families  of  all  her  kindred  were  supposed  to  have  been  exhausted, 
Tobias,  a  kinsman,  arrives  from  a  distant  part,  and  marries  her  under 
the  Law  which  gave  her  a  claim  on  his  hand.  Now  he  was  but  her 
father's  cousin,  c.  vii.  2,  vi.  11,  12  ;  and  there  is  nothing  V>  shew  that 
the  seven  were  more  nearly  related  to  one  another,  than  they  were  to  the 
eighth,  Tobias,  ani  he  certainly  was  not  own-brother  to  any  of  them. 

In  truth,  the  idea  that  the  Levirate  Law  contemplated  own-brothers 
is  wholly  baseless,  and  should  be  unceremoniously  abandoned.  It  must 
be,  unless  we  would  contradict  an  absolute  enactment :  "  Thoi!  shalt 
not  uncover  the  nakedness  of  thy  brother's  wife :  it  is  thy  brother's 
nakedness."  Lev.  xviii.  16.  The  very  terms  of  the  Law  in  question 
may  serve  to  show  this  :  "  If  brethren  dwell  together,  and  one  of  them 
die,  and  have  no  child,  the  wife  ot  the  dead  shall  not  marry  without  unto 
a  stranger:  her  husband's  brother  [margin:  "next kinsman" — i.e.  brother 
opposed  to-stranger,  and  thus  equivalent  to  **  kinsman,"]  shall  go  in  unto 
her,  and  take  her  to  him  to  wife,  and  perform  the  duty  of  a  husband's 
brother  unto  her."  Then  follows  the  ceremony  of  Chalitzah,  by  which 
the  inheritance  was  transferred,  in  case  of  a  man's  rejecting  the  childless 
widow's  claim  to  him  as  next  kinsman.  The  shoe  was  pulled  off,  for 
another,  as,  it  were,  to  step  into,  as  we  learn  from  Euth  iv.  7. 

The  Levirate  Law  evidently  existed  ages  before  among  the  nations  of 
Canaan,  but,  as  mig>t  be  expected  from  their  moral  corruption,  with  no 
bar  on  account  of  any  nearness  of  consanguinity.  Gen.  xxxviii.  8,  9. 
The  conduct  of  Jndah  showed  that  he  more  than  suspected  the  unlaw- 
fulness of  the  existing  customs,  (verses  10,  11,  and  end  of  14).  In 
Moab,  as  appears  from  the  book  of  Euth  (i.  11),  the  same  licence  exist- 
ed. Even  heathen  writers  reproached  the  Asiatics  with  their  dissolu- 
teness :  "  Such  is  the  whole  barbarian  race  :  a  father  has  intercourse 
with  his  daughter,  a  youth  with  his  mother,  a  maiden  with  her  brother." 
(^Euripides,  Androm,  173).  The  Law  of  Moses  re-established  holy 
limitations  of  domestic  virtue,  but  not  ignoring  the  civil  custon  of  the 
time.  The  Law  of  inheritance  applied  first  to  the  husband's  next  of 
kin ;  but  ho  was  not  only  exempt  from  taking  the  widow  if  she  were 
within  the  prohibited  degrees-^he  dared  not  take  her.    Lot  it  be  noted 
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that  there  is  no  case  in  all  thoScri>.*ures,  canonical  or  urcanonica1,which 
jpstifies  the  vulgar  meaning  of  brctn^rm  the  Lovirate  law,  or  tolerates 
any  infraction  of  Ijcv.  xviii.  16.  Nay,  if  the  strict  meaning  of  "brother" 
be  insisted  on,  then  it  is  quite  clear  that  Buth  could  not  lay  claim  to 
Bdaz.  He  was  not  -her  husband's  own-brother ;  he  was  not  even  her 
husband's  nearest  kinsman ;  but  probably  claimed  because  not  within 
the  forbidden  degrees.  The  "  nearest  kinsman  "  was  ready  enough  to 
redeem  his  "  brother"  Blimelech's  parcel  of  ground,  vrhich  the  widow 
was.  about  to  sell ;  but  when  he  found  that  Euth's  hand  was  to  go  with 
it  he  drew  back,  on  the  ground  that  he  should  thus  "  mar  his  own  in- 
heritance." "Why  ?  how  ?  would  adding  to  his  own  inheritance  mar  it, 
when  that  addition  would  wholly  pass  away  from  lira  if  he  refused 
Buth?  Nor  could  any  expected  second  family  mar  the  claims  of  the 
first,  as  they  could  but  claim  their  ancestral  property — being  reckoned 
as  Mahlon's  children,  i.e.  the  first  husband's.  It  could  not  then  be  in 
regard  to  property  the  inheritance  would  be  marred ;  rfnd  we  have  no 
intelligible  explanation  of  it  except  in  the  penalty  denounced  in  Lev. 
XX.  20,  21.  for  an  unlawful  marriage,  "  Ho  shall  be  childless ;  "  which 
probably  applied  to  other  near  unions,  as  well  as  with  a  brother's  wife, 
and  which  must  Jiave  been  the  case  here. 

The  negative  testimony  of  scWpture  is  iiTesistibly  substantiated  by 
the  most  ancient  traditionary  law  of  the  Jews-— the  Mishna.  There  is 
no  dispute  thait  the  Mishna  is  the  most  exact  representation  of  ancient 
Jewish  opinion.  In  the  treatise  entitled  Ykbamoth  the  precept  Yehoom^ 
or  obligation  to  maiTy  the  widow  of  a  childless  deceased  brother,  and 
the  ceremony  of  ChalitzaK  in  the  case  of  him  who  refuses,  are  discussed, 
with  indeed  the  various  cases  arising  out  of  Deut.  xxv.  5-10.  Through- 
out the  treatise  the  general  names  " sister-in-law,"  "brother-in-law," 
are  applied  to  the  parties  whatever  may  be  the  degrees  of  their  relation. 
The  word  "  brother "  is  used  with  the  same  latitude.  The  name 
"  rivals "  is  applied  to  the  several  wives  of  one  man.  This  is  to  be 
noticed  in  order  to  avoid  confVision. 

"  In  their  introduction  to  this  book  of  the  Mishna,  in  the  English 
translation  executed  by  them,  Mr.  De  Sola  and  Mr.  Baphall  (both  of 
them  Jews,  and  following  here  a  prefatory  tract  of  Maimonides  their 
commentator)  have  remarked  that  when  circumstanc^B  "Ulldil  Which 
would  render  such  marriage  unlawful ;  as,  for  instance,  if  the  parties 
were  related  to  each  other  within  the  degree  of  consanguinity  prohibited 
by  the  Holy  Law  to  intermaiTy,  the  precept  of  zeboom  is  superseded, 
and  even  the  ceremony  of  Ghalitzah  is  unnecessary ;  and  that  when  the 
brother-in-law  cannot  marry  the  widow  on  account  ot  near  affinity,  he 
may  not  marry  any  of  the  other  wives  of  his  deceased  brother,  who  in 
the  technical  term  of  the  Mishna  are  called  rivals.  (Galloway).  Mr. 
G.  gives  the  words  of  Maimonides  in  the  Latin  translation  of  Suren- 
husius,  from  which  it  may^  be  seen  that  he  read  in  connection  and 
verses  17  and  18  of  Lev.  xviii.* 

The  most  negligent  may  preceive  that  the  law  in  Dent.  xxv.  cannot 
be  absolute — that  it  must  have  many  exceptions.  And  the  Mishna 
specifies //fern  classes  of  women,  who,  in  consequence  of  being  within 
the  forbidden  degrees,  are  released,  and  release  their  "  rivals "  from 
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the  obligation  of  this  law  altogether.  These,  are :  1  Where  the  widow 
of  the  deceased  is  the  daughter  of  the  ^<  brother  "  [i.  e.  next  kinsman—* 
otherwise  a  man  might  marry  his  own  daughter].  2.  When  she  is  his 
daughter's  daughter ;  or  3.  his  son's  daughter.  4.  Where  she  is  his  step- 
daughter \  (daughter  of  the  so-called  "  brother's"  wife).  5  and  6.  Whoro 
she  is  his  wife's  grand-daughter,  whether  daughter  of  her  daughter  or  of 
her  son.  •T.  Where  the  widow  is  mother-in-law  of  thQ  "  brother,"  or  near- 
est kisnman ;  or  8  and  9.  The  mother  of  his  mather-in-law  or  his  father-in-law. 
10.  Where  she  is  his  own  sister  [which  she  could  not  be  if  deceased  hus- 
band and  he  were  own  brothers] ;  or  11,  his  matJier's  sister ;  or  12,  his 
toife*s  sister.  13.  Where  she  is  the  uterine  irother,  or  14,  of  a  ''brother  "  who 
had  not  been  contemporary  with  bim  (i.  e.  who  died  before  the  now  near- 
est kinsman  was  born).  [N.  B.  fVom  case  13  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  law 
was  not  supposed  to  contemplate  the  marriage  of  a  hu.r)band's  own  brother 
with  his  sister-in-law — this  oeing  here  specially  forbidden].  15.  Where 
she  is  daughter-in-law  (i.  e.  where  the  deceased  husband's  "  brother", 
so-called,  or  next  kinsman,  was  his  father)."  Every  one  may  see  here 
how  wide  is  the  use  of  "  brothers."  The  list  begins  with  the  widow's 
own  father,  and  ends  with  her  father-in-law. 

It  is  a  matter  of  regret  and  wonder  alike  that  the  lato  Dr.  McCaal, 
on  whose  Hebrew  learning  Mr.  Funsholft  and  doubtless  others  too,  relied, 
should  have  mistaken  a  matter  so  plaio^  and  now  placed  within  reach  of 
English  readers  in  the  publication  aboVo  referred  to.  "  Brother  then  in 
Deut  XXV.  does  not  necessarily  mean  own  brother ;  ar  .  the  tradition  of 
the  Jews,  for  whom  the  law  was  intended,  shows  that  they  did  not  hold 
that  interpreiation  which  the  moderns  have  strangely  accepted,  nor 
think  it  allowable,  but  on  the  contrary  strictly  repudiated  it.  A  single 
quotation  (7  Sect.  3  Chap,  of  same  Treatise)  shows  tnat  *^  nearness  of  kin" 
was  an  obstacle  of  an  \ndeUhle  chai'acter,  which  does  not  "  cease".^ "  When 
of  three  brothers  (i.  e.  kinsmen),  two  ^re  man*ied  to  two  sisters  and 
one  to  a  stranger  ;  if  one  of  them  who  marries  the  sister  died,  and  he 
who  had  married  the  stranger  marries  the  widow,  and  then  the  wife  of 
the  second  brother,  and  also  the  third  brother,  then  the  widow  will  he  for 
ever  prohibited  to  the  second  or  surviving  brjoither,  because  she  was  for  some 
time  prohibited  to  him  (as  his  wife's  sister.") 

The  consequences  of  disregarding  the  general  prohibition  in  favour 
of  the  particular  Levirate  enactment,  may  be  easily  worked  out,  but  are 
too  horrid  for  contemplation.  That  the  view  set  out  in  the  Mishna  was 
that  accepted  by  the  Jews,  appears  fVom  another  quai'ter.  John  the 
Baptist's  rebuke  of  Herod  was  not  on  the  ground  of  adultery ;  for 
Herodias,  as  appears  from  Josephus,  was  now  divorced  fx'om  Philip ;  and 
if- a  brother's  wife  were  no  otherwise  forbidden  than  as  as  any  other 
man's  wife,  it  could  not  be  unlawful,  according  to  the  Mosaic  law,  for 
Herod  to  marry  her.  But  John's  testimony,  cealed  with  his  blood,  was 
against  the  tnccsf  of  " having  a  brothers' b  wife :''  "it  is  not  lawful  for 
th^e  to  have  her."  I  need  not  here  point  out  all  the  force  of  the  "  parity 
Of  reasoning  :"  it  will  be  "  wonderfully"  clear  or  very  inconvenient,  as 
the  case  may  be. 

Josephus  gives  us  his  own  testimony  in  a  similar  case,  to  the  same 
effect,  (Antlq.  B.  xvii.-cxiii).  "Moreover  he  (Archelaus  Son  of  Herod 
the  Oreat)  transgressed  the  law  of  our  fathers,  and  married  Glaphyra, 
the  dai^ter  of  Archelaus  (King  of  Oappadocia),  who  had  beer  the  wife 
of  his  hither  Alexander ;  whicn  Alexander  had  three  children  by  her 
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while  it  was  a  thing  detestable  avMmtheJews  to  marry  the  brother's  toife,'*^ 
[Alexander  was  dead,  see  Jewish  War,  B.  ii.  ch.  vii,  where  the  story  is 
told  ftt  greater  length].  Tfae^e  two  cases  are  so  mnch  the  stronger^ 
be<^use  Philip  and  Herod  Ahtipas  were  not  sons  of  the  came  mother ; 
and  Alexander  and  Archelans  were  not  sons  of  the  same  father. 

Thus,  that  very  supposed  exception,  v^hioh  yrhs  relied  on  to  bar  the 
intrinsic  immorality  of  such  unions,  now  when  properly  un(jArstood^ 
•~-in  the  light  of  the  negative  testimony  of  Scripture  and  the  positive 
testimony  of  the  Jewish  interpretation  and  practice,  as  witnessed  by  the 
Hishna,  Josephus,  and  Philo,-<^is  the  mo^^t  decided  proof  of  the  essential 
unlawfulness  of  the  mixtures  justified  en  masse  by  Mr.  Pnnshon's 
principle,  (vid.  Ante,  p.  10).  even  in  those  cases  which  must  be  preemi- 
nently regarded  as '•  socially  expedient." 

In  conclusion  I  would  add  a  few  words  as  to  the  judgment  of  the 
Church  on  this  matter.  The  general  sentiment  of  antiq[uity  may  be 
seen  in  Bingham's  Antiquitiesj  Bk.  xxii.  c.  ii.  sec.  3,  where  various 
councils  expressly  forbid  this  union  with  a  deceased  wife's  sister.  Th& ' 
sixth  of  the  Apostolical  Canons,  allo.wed  by  all  to  be  ante-Nicene,  says 
"He  who  hattr  married  two  sisters,  or  his  brother's  or  his  sister's 
daughter,  cannot  be  a  clergyman."    St.  Basil,  in  the  4th  century,  as 

S noted  in  Bishop  Wordswoiith's  iDommentary,  says :  "  Our  custom  in 
^is  matter  has  the  force  of  law,  beeause  the  statutes  we  observe  have 
biElen  handed  down  to  us  by  holy  men ;  and  our  judgment  is.this,  that  if 
a  man  has  fallen  into  the  sin  of  marrying  two  sisters,  we  do  not  regard 
such  an  union  as  maniage,  nor  do  we  receive  the  parties  to  communion 
with  the  Church  until  they  are  separated."  Bishop  Wordsworth  also- 
observes  that  the  V^itiean  Manuscript  of  the  Septuagiant  (lately  pub- 
lished by  Cardinal  Mai,)  contains  in  the  text  a  curse  against  those  who- 
lie  with  their  wife's  sister,  in  Deut.  xxvii  23, — ^an  important  witness  of 
tilie  opinion  of  the  eariy  age  in  which  that  MS.  was  written. 

iiuther,  who  was  certainly  no  "  ascetic  High  Churchman,"  with  all 
his  most  renowned  colleagues,  the  Westminster  Divines,  and  their  Eng- 
lish, Scottish,  and  Canadian  followers  to  this  day, — who  are  not  thought 
to  be  either  "ascetic"  or  "High-Church,'— have  all  steadfastly 
adhered  to  the  Church's  sense  of  the  Bible,  and  in  this  point  are  at  one 
witii  antiquity. 

I  must  leave  for  other  hands  among  us  th )  discussion  which  the  great 
principle  involved  in  "  they  twain  shall  be  c  ne  flesh  "  so  amply  deserves* 
I  have  the  satisfaction  of  having  done  sometliing  towards  clearing  away 
the  cob  /ebs  of  misconception  which  so  conceal  and  befoul  thii^question. 
Others  still  will  take  up  the  matter  in  its  social  aspects ;  and  I  have 
every  assurance  that  the  cause  of  the  Bible  and  the  Church  and  of  the 
morality  thoy  espouse  will  come  out  of  the  conflict  with  added  clear- 
ness and  lustre;  and  that  the  good  sense  and  the  enlightened  conscience 
of  the  various  Christian  communities  of  this  Province,  and  their  tender 
regard  for  the  high  interests  of  Christian  morality  amohgst  us,  will 
difiKlain  the  petty  arguments  and  withstand  the  example  of  such  a^i 
would  break  down  the  ancient  barriers  of  domestic  purity,  of  whatever 
eloquence  they  may  boast,  ot  on  whatever  position  they  may  rely. 


¥ 


i 


